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Abstract 
This study investigated the influence of group norms and self-regulatory efficacy on workplace deviant 
behaviour. A web-based survey was used to collect data from 217 teaching staff from various higher education 
institutions in Nigeria. The data collected was analysed using Partial Least Squares (PLS) path modeling. As 
predicted, the path coefficient results supported the direct influence of perceived injunctive norms and 
self-regulatory efficacy on organisational deviance. Similarly, perceived injunctive norm and self-regulatory 
efficacy were found to be significant predictors of interpersonal deviance. On the contrary, perceived descriptive 
norms were not significant predictors of both organisational deviance and interpersonal deviance. In addition, 
self-regulatory efficacy does not moderate the relationship between perceived descriptive norms and 
organisational deviance. We also found support for the moderating role of self-regulatory efficacy on the 
relationship between perceived injunctive norms and dimensions of workplace deviance. The moderating role of 
self-regulatory efficacy on the relationship between perceived descriptive norms and interpersonal deviance was 
also supported. Finally, the policy implications of the study are discussed. 
Keywords: workplace deviance, perceived group norms, self-regulatory efficacy, social identity theory 
1. Introduction 
Workplace deviant behaviour is defined as a voluntary behaviour engaged by employee that is contrary to the 
significant organizational norms and it is considered as a threat to the well-being of an organization and/or its 
members (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Workplace deviance is pervasive phenomenon and costly to organisations 
(Aquino, Galperin, & Bennett, 2004; Lawrence & Robinson, 2007). Researchers have indicated that workplace 
deviant behaviour is potentially destructive or harmful to both organization and its members (Lawrence & 
Robinson, 2007; Spector & Fox, 2002). Workplace deviant behaviours violate the significant organizational 
norms as well as threatening the well-being of individual employees and the effective functioning of 
organisations (Ackroyd & Thompson, 1999; Bennett & Robinson, 2000, 2003; Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox, 
Spector, & Miles, 2001; Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Nasir & Bashir, 2012; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Sackett & 
DeVore, 2001; Shamsudin, 2003; Vardi & Weitz, 2004; Warren, 2003). For example, workplace deviance 
construct was reported to decrease labour productivity through absenteeism or lateness, and also damage 
organization's reputation, (Bowling & Gruys, 2010). It was demonstrated that targets of interpersonal workplace 
deviance are more likely to experience work-related stress symptoms (e.g. psychological and physical pain), high 
turnover rate, lost work time, increased fear and insecurity in the workplace, low morale, damaged self-esteem 
and decreased productivity (Henle, Giacalone, & Jurkiewicz, 2005). Furthermore, it was suggested that victims 
of workplace deviance are more likely to experience lower job satisfaction in relation to co-workers and 
supervisors, lower levels of psychological well-being, health satisfaction, relatively higher levels of 
psychological distress and higher levels of work withdrawal (Martin & Hine, 2005).  
Because of its significant costs, conducting a further study on its underlying causes is imperative. Therefore, the 
present study seeks to extend the existing workplace deviance literature by investigating the influence of group 
norms and self-regulatory efficacy on workplace deviant behaviour among the teaching staff from various higher 
education institutions in Nigeria. The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we 
highlighted on the issues in Nigerian higher education and then review the previous works that relate the 
theoretical constructs. To link these theoretical constructs, we use social learning theory as a basis. Hence, an 
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elaboration of this theory was also offered. In section 3, we described the method used in the present study, 
followed by presentation of the results in section 4. The final section captured discussion and implications of the 
study.  
2. Literature Review 
2.1 The Nigerian Higher Education and Issues 
Higher education institutions are the third category of the Nigerian higher education system, comprising of 
conventional universities, open universities, colleges of education and polytechnics that prepares students for the 
world of work by providing them with an acceptable quality education (United Nations Educational Scientific 
and Cultural Organization, 2013). The Nigerian higher education system comprises of all organized learning and 
training activities at the post-secondary school level, including public and private universities, polytechnics and 
colleges of education and professional institutions such as law schools, colleges of medicine, police academy, 
institution of the military, Para-military institutions, schools of nursing, colleges of agriculture and non formal 
higher education, among others (Obanya, 1999). In Nigeria, higher education institutions are regulated by 
various statutory bodies responsible for quality assurance, accreditation of programmes and other related 
functions. These bodies include the Federal Ministry of Education (FME), National Universities Commission 
(NUC), National Board for Technical Education (NBTE) and National Commission for Colleges of Education 
(NCCE), among others. Despite these statutory bodies, higher education institutions have felt to deliver quality 
education to millions of Nigerians because of many problems that beset it.  
One of the problems is with regards to workplace deviant behaviour (WDB), such as sexual harassment. The 
issue of the issue of sexual harassment has gained considerable media attention in recent years. For example, in a 
survey conducted on the prevalence of sexual harassment among 400 female students in University of Maiduguri, 
Nigeria, Geidam, Njoku and Bako (2011) reported that the rate of sexual harassment in Nigerian educational 
settings was high. The survey also revealed that 205 of the respondents, representing 51.3% of the sample, 
reported to have been sexually harassed. It is also reported that for several years, the incidences of sexual 
harassment in the Nigerian universities have been so rampant; still, little was done about this form WDB 
(Houreld, 2007).  
2.2 Empirical Studies 
Empirical studies regarding WDB have investigated group factors (e.g., Bamberger & Biron, 2007; Dabney, 
1995) and cognitive factors (Caprara, Regalia, & Bandura, 2002; Caprara et al., 1998). However, there is a 
paucity of studies on the interaction between the two factors. The purpose of the present study is contribute to 
the existing body of knowledge by adopting an interactional approach to empirically investigate how individual’s 
cognitive ability and group factors interact to explain why employees engage in deviant behaviour at the 
workplace. In particular, perceived group norms and self-regulatory efficacy are hypothesized to interact in 
explaining WDB. To explicate how group norms and self-regulatory efficacy interact to explain why employees 
engage in deviant behaviour at the workplace, we draw upon two perspectives: social learning theory (Bandura, 
1978) and self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1993, 1997). The social learning theory proposes that when individuals 
work in environments that is made up of referent others who serve as models for deviant behaviour, these 
individuals are more likely to engage in deviant behaviour because they are typically able to learn from their role 
model which gives them the opportunity engage in deviant acts (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). 
Empirical research provides considerable support for the social learning theory as a basis for understanding 
workplace deviance work (e.g., Bamberger & Biron, 2007; Blanchard & Henle, 2008; Kivlighan, Kivlighan, & 
Cole, 2012; Salmivalli, 2010; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). In particular, Elek, Miller-Day and Hecht (2006), 
which examined the effects of group norms on adolescent use of substance among 4,234 students. The findings 
of the study revealed that group norms (i.e. descriptive and injunctive norms) have strongest significant effect on 
adolescent use of substance. Similarly, Väänänen, Tordera, Kivimäki, Kouvonen, Pentti, Linna, and Vahtera 
(2008), the examined the effect of injunctive norms on sickness absence behaviour. The result of the study 
revealed that perceptions of work group members’ permissive absence norms did not have effect on sickness 
absence behaviour. Kivlighan, Kivlighan and Cole (2012) also conducted a study to examine the interaction 
effect of commitment on the relationship between group members’ absence norm and group member’s absence 
for the next academic session. The study found that frequency of other group members absence is significant 
predictor of group member absence in the next academic session. Frone and Brown (2010) extended research on 
workplace deviance by conducting a study to investigate the influence of perceived group norms (i.e. descriptive 
norms and injunctive norms) on workplace substance use among 2,829 public service employees in United 
States. As predicted, the results of the study revealed that injunctive norm was significant predictor of substance 
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use in the workplace. Conversely, descriptive workplace norm was not a significant predictor of illicit drug use 
after work. Based on the empirical evidences that have been presented above the following hypotheses are 
advanced: 
H1: Perceived descriptive norm is positively related to organisational deviance. 
H2: Perceived descriptive norm is positively related to interpersonal deviance. 
H3: Perceived injunctive norm is positively related to organisational deviance. 
H4: Perceived injunctive norm is positively related to interpersonal deviance. 
Furthermore, on the basis of the mixed findings reported in the previous studies, the present study also adopted 
self-efficacy perspective (Bandura, 1993, 1997) to explain the direct and moderating effect of self-regulatory 
efficacy on the relationship between perceived group norms on workplace deviance. Self-regulatory efficacy is 
defined as an individual capacity to resist pressure from co-workers to engage in deviant acts (Caprara, et al., 
2002). Therefore, self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1993, 1997) postulates that an individual high in self-regulatory 
efficacy is less likely to engage in deviant behaviour than those that are low in self-regulatory efficacy. 
Additionally, incorporating self-regulatory efficacy in the present study is in line with Baron and Kenny’s (1986) 
assertion that a moderator variable is usually incorporated when the relationship between a predictor and a 
criterion variable is found to be unexpectedly weak or inconsistent. Hence, in order to better understand the 
influence of group norms on workplace deviance, the present study suggests that self-regulatory efficacy might 
moderate the relationships.  
Empirical studies have documented the effects of self-regulatory efficacy in minimizing the tendency for an 
individual to engage in deviant behaviour. For example, consistent with self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1993, 
1997), Caprara, Scabini, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli Regalia, and Bandura (1998) conducted a study to examine the 
impact of perceived self-regulatory efficacy on familial communication (open and problematic communication) 
and antisocial conduct among 324 adolescents from a residential community in Rome, who enrolled in various 
grades of high schools. The results of structural equation modelling (SEM) showed that students who were low 
in self-regulatory efficacy and academic self-efficacy are more likely to engage in antisocial conduct and 
substance abuse. Conversely, Caprara, Regalia and Bandura (2002) conducted a longitudinal study using SEM to 
investigate the impact of perceived self-regulatory efficacy on violent conduct among 350 adolescents from high 
schools in a residential community in Rome. The results of structural equation modelling revealed that students 
who were high in self-regulatory efficacy were less likely to engage in violent conduct such as fighting, 
vandalism, or used weapons. Hence, in line with these previous studies, it is reasonable to argue that the extent to 
which perceived group norms influence workplace deviant behaviour vary, depending upon an individual 
self-regulatory efficacy. On the basis of the foregoing discussion and empirical evidences the following 
hypotheses are proposed: 
H5: Self-regulatory efficacy is negatively related to organisational deviance. 
H6: Self-regulatory efficacy is negatively related to interpersonal deviance. 
H7: Self-regulatory efficacy will moderate the relationship between perceived descriptive norms and 
organisational deviance. 
H8: Self-regulatory efficacy will moderate the relationship between perceived descriptive norms and 
interpersonal deviance. 
H9: Self-regulatory efficacy will moderate the relationship between perceived injunctive norms and 
organisational deviance. 
H10: Self-regulatory efficacy will moderate the relationship between perceived injunctive norms and 
interpersonal deviance. 
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Figure 1. Research framework 
 
3. Method 
3.1 Procedure and Participants 
Data for this study was collected via a web-based survey. The link to the web-based survey was emailed to the 
respondents. The survey included measures of workplace deviance, perceived group norms self-regulatory 
efficacy and demographic variables. Several reminders were sent to those respondents who were yet to complete 
a survey after two weeks via emails and mobile phone to increase response rates (Dillman, 2000; Porter, 2004). 
Participants were teaching staff from various higher education institutions in Nigeria, including universities, 
polytechnics and colleges of education. Two hundred and seventeen participants completed a survey, which was 
sufficient enough to run our analysis. Of 217 participants, majority were males (83.9%). Majority of the 
participants, representing 75.1% were on the rank of senior lecturers and above, while the remaining respondents 
were below the rank of senior lecturer. Most of the respondents (71.9%) hold Master’s degree, 18.9% hold first 
degree (Bachelor/Higher National Diploma) and the remaining 9.2% hold a doctorate degree. The mean age of 
the participants was about 36 years. 
3.2 Measures 
3.2.1 Workplace Deviant Behaviour 
In the present study, 22-items was adapted from Bennett and. Robinson's (2000) workplace deviance scale to 
measure two dimensions of deviant behaviour in the workplace. In addition, 6-items that are relevant to the 
lecturer’s job in the Nigerian context were added to the workplace deviance scale. Examples of adapted items are: 
“discussed institution’s confidential information with an unauthorized person”, “spent most of his/her time 
attending to personal matters instead of official work.” and “utilized school property for self-fish/private gain.” 
All the respondents will rate themselves on the 28 WDB items using 4-point Likert scale anchored by: 1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree. The the use of Bennett and. Robinson's (2000) 
workplace deviance scale to assess deviant behaviour at work is justified because it has been found to be reliable 
in the previous studies, demonstrating internal reliability (Cronbach alpha) above the Nunnally’s (1978) 
acceptable cutoff value of 0.70 and above (e.g., Diefendorff & Mehta, 2007; Dunlop & Lee, 2004; Judge, Scott, 
& Ilies, 2006). 
3.2.2 Perceived Group Norm 
In the present study, 6-items Beliefs about Peer Norms Scale developed by Hansen and Graham (1991) was 
adapted to measure two empirically derived dimensions of perceived group norms: perceived injunctive norms 
and perceived descriptive norms. For injunctive norms subscale, respondents’ perceptions were rated using 
4-point Likert scale anchored by: 1 = none of them, 2 = fewer of them, 3 = many of them, and 4 = most of them. 
Examples of adapted items are: “how many of your colleagues do you think have attended to personal matters 
instead of official work during the past 30 days”. Similarly, for descriptive norms subscale, respondents also 
rated their perception using using 4-point Likert scale anchored by: 1 = strongly disapprove, 2 = disapprove, 3 = 
approve, and 4 = strongly approve. Examples of adapted items are: “how would your colleagues’ response if you 
engaged in negative act like sexual harassment and treating students badly?” Beliefs about peer norms scale was 
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adapted in this study because previous studies have found it to be reliable (e.g., Kulis, Marsiglia, Nieri, Sicotte, 
& Hohmann-Marriott, 2004; Wyrick et al., 2004).  
3.2.3 Self-regulatory Efficacy 
In the present study, 9-items were Adapted from Bandura’s (1990) Self-Regulatory Efficacy Scale to measure 
Self-regulatory efficacy. Self-regulatory efficacy was assessed using using 4-point Likert scale anchored by: 1 = 
not well at all, 2 = a little bit well, 3 = very much well and 4 = extremely well. Examples of adapted items are: 
“discussed institution’s confidential information with an unauthorized person”, “how well can you resist pressure 
to stop yourself from spending too much time attending to personal matters instead of official work?” and “How 
well can you prevent yourself from getting into too far joking with students?”. Self-regulatory efficacy scale was 
adapted in this study because previous studies have found it to be reliable (e.g., Bandura, 1993). 
4. Results 
4.1 Measurement Model 
In an attempt to ascertain the construct validity, we follow a two-step modeling approach as suggested by 
Anderson and Gerbing (1988). We started by assessing the convergent validity and reliability, followed by the 
discriminant validity, then internal consistency reliability as shown in Table 1 and Table 2 respectively. As a rule 
of thumb, construct validity is ascertained if the loadings are greater than 0.7, composite reliability is greater 
than 0.7, average variance extracted is greater than 0.5 and Cronbach alpha is greater than 0.7(Bagozzi, Youjae, 
& Phillips, 1991; Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 
1998; Nunnally, 1978).  
 
Table 1. Results of measurement model 
Model construct Measurement item Loadings CRa AVEb Cronbach Alpha
Interpersonal deviance ID02 0.8 0.91 0.64 0.89
ID03 0.88
ID08 0.77
ID09 0.82
ID12 0.75
ID13 0.79
Organisational deviance OD08 0.89 0.93 0.73 0.91
OD09 0.77
OD10 0.85
OD11 0.85
OD12 0.92
Perceived descriptive norms PDN01 0.95 0.85 0.74 0.69
PDN02 0.76
Perceived injunctive norms PIN01 0.75 0.86 0.67 0.75
PIN02 0.9
PIN03 0.79
Self-regulatory efficacy SRE01 0.74 0.9 0.65 0.87
SRE02 0.87
SRE03 0.7
SRE04 0.86
SRE09 0.85
Note: ID01, ID04, ID05, ID06, ID07, ID10, ID011, OD01, OD02, OD03, OD04, OD05, OD06, OD07, OD13, 
OD14, SRE06, SRE07 and SRE08 were deleted because of low loadings of less than 0.50; aComposite 
Reliability (CR) = (square of the summation of the factor loadings)/[(square of the summation of the factor 
loadings) + (square of the summation of the error variances)]; bAverage Variance Extracted (AVE) = (summation 
of the square of the factor loadings)/[(summation of the square of the factor loadings) + (summation of the error 
variances)]. 
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We also conducted the discriminant validity following the Fornell and Lacker’s (1981) recommendation. On the 
basis of this recommendation, the average variance shared between each construct and its measures should 
exceed the variance shared between the construct and other constructs(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).  
 
Table 2. Discriminant validity of constructs 
Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 
Interpersonal deviance 0.80 
Organisational deviance 0.63 0.86 
Perceived descriptive norms 0.17 0.17 0.86 
Perceived injunctive norms 0.78 0.68 0.09 0.82 
Self-regulatory efficacy -0.42 -0.35 0.18 0.29 0.81 
Note: Diagonals (bold face) represent the square root of the average variance extracted while the other entries 
represent the correlations. 
 
As evidenced in Table 2 above, the correlations for each construct is less than the square root of the average 
variance extracted suggesting adequate discriminant validity of the construct (Hair, et al., 1998; Hair, Black, 
Babin & Anderson, 2010). 
4.2 Structural Model 
Following the measurement model next was the structural model. The results are presented in Table 3 and Figure 
2. The R2 values were 0.49 and 0.65 which suggest that the modeled variables can explain 49% and 65% of the 
variance of the organisational deviance and interpersonal deviance respectively. 
 
Table 3. Path coefficients and hypothesis testing 
Hypothesis Relations Beta Standard Error  T -Statistics  Findings 
H1 PDN -> OD 0.08 0.05 1.67 Not supported 
H2 PDN -> ID 0.06 0.04 1.55 Not supported 
H3 PIN -> OD 0.62 0.04 14.49 Supported 
H4 PIN -> ID 0.71 0.03 23.61 Supported 
H5 SRE -> OD -0.16 0.06 2.67 Supported 
H6 SRE -> ID -0.21 0.04 5.15 Supported 
H7 PDN * SRE -> OD -0.10 0.06 1.69 Not moderating 
H8 PDN * SRE -> ID -0.08 0.04 2.06 Moderating 
H9 PIN * SRE -> OD -0.44 0.09 5.09 Moderating 
H10 PIN * SRE -> ID -0.24 0.06 3.98 Moderating 
Organisational deviance  (R2)    = 49%  
Interpersonal deviance   (R2)     = 65% 
Note: *p <0.05; **p <0.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
www.ccsenet.org/ass Asian Social Science Vol. 9, No. 4; 2013 
119 
 
 
Figure 2. Results of the structural model analysis 
 
As shown in Table 3 and figure 2, hypotheses 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10) were supported, while on the contrary, 
hypotheses 1, 2, and 7 were not supported.  
5. Discussion 
This study investigated the influence of group norms and self-regulatory efficacy on workplace deviant 
behaviour among teaching staff from various higher education institutions in Nigeria. The results of this study 
indicated that perceived injunctive norm was related to workplace deviance in expected direction. In particular, 
perceived injunctive norm was related negatively to dimensions of workplace deviance (interpersonal deviance 
and organisational deviance). This findings is consistent with results of previous research (e.g., Elek, et al., 2006; 
Frone & Brown, 2010). This implies that when employee learns that many of his colleagues WDB, he is more 
likely to engage in such negative behaviour because of the strong influence of group on individual members 
(Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). This study also provided empirical support for the direct relationship 
between self-regulatory efficacy and WDB. Specifically, self-regulatory efficacy has a negative effect on 
workplace deviance (e.g., Caprara, et al., 2002; Caprara, et al., 1998). Drawing upon the self-efficacy theory 
(Bandura, 1993, 1997), individual high in self-regulatory efficacy are less likely to commit deviant act than those 
who are low in self-regulatory efficacy.  
On the contrary, the finding of this study also revealed that perceived descriptive norms were not significant 
predictors of workplace deviant behaviour. This finding is not surprising, because it appears to be consistent with 
the study of Frone (2010), who found that descriptive workplace norm was not a significant predictor of illicit 
drug use after work. One possible explanation for the non-significant relationship between perceived descriptive 
norms and WDB may have to do with the salience of different norms in different contexts (Frone & Brown, 
2010). Thus, what others do in a given situation may not be applicable in another situation. The significant 
influence of descriptive norms on WDB is contingent upon the context of the study. Self-regulatory efficacy was 
not found to moderate the relationship between perceived descriptive norms and workplace deviant behaviour.  
5.1 Implications 
On the basis of the above findings and discussion, there are few implications for management of the higher 
education institutions and their employees considering the important of teaching and research. The significant 
negative relationship between self-regulatory efficacy and workplace deviance suggest that individual cognitive 
ability is an important stable resource in enhancing reducing the tendency of individual to engage in deviant 
behaviour deviance (Caprara, et al., 2002; Caprara, et al., 1998). Therefore, universities and colleges ought to the 
use of personality inventory test during the selection methods to enable them employ staffs that are high in 
self-efficacy. The universities and colleges should identify those candidates who are high in self-efficacy during 
recruitment and selection process and then offer ethical orientation to those identified. In addition to cognitive 
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ability (self-efficacy), ethical orientation can also reduce the tendency of individual to engage in deviant 
behaviour deviance (Henle, et al., 2005). 
This present study has certain limitations that need to be acknowledged. First, this study reported R2 values of 
49% to 65% of the variance of the organisational deviance and interpersonal deviance respectively, suggesting 
that perceived group norms and self-regulatory efficacy are not the only predictors of deviant behaviour in the 
workplace. Therefore, future study should incorporate other variables such as organizational formal control and 
self-control. Second, this study was a cross-sectional in nature. Hence, conclusions regarding the causal nature of 
the research model cannot be made. Therefore, future studies should also be conducted using longitudinal study 
in order to confirm the findings of this study. Third, this study only considered teaching staff; future studies 
should include non-teaching staff in their sample because deviant acts are not committed by only teaching staff. 
Hence including non teaching staff will make it possible to generalize the findings. Finally, it must be 
acknowledged that self-reported measures were used to collect data for this study and these measures are often 
associated with social desirability and/or common method bias. Therefore, future study should include multiple 
sources, such as peers, subordinates and supervisors to assess deviant behaviours (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997; 
Hooft, Flier, & Minne, 2006; Porr & Fields, 2006; Sargeant, 2006). 
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